This report presents a descriptive study of characteristics of persons using a family court service. A comparison is made between persons using the service and a sample of the population whom the agency was designed to serve.
The purposes of the study were to determine if the agency was serving the client population it was designed to serve and to provide a socio-demographic data base for· further research and planning at the agency.
SECTION II: BACKGROUND
The following is a brief literature review to ac~uaint the reP~er with the theoretical background out of which the Clackamas County Family Court Service emerged.
Numerous studies have pointed to the distress experienced by divorcing persons (Goode 1956; Gurin, Veroff & Field 1960; Westman 1970; Weiss 1975; Campbell, Converse & Rodgers 1976; Hetherington, Cox & Cox 1976; Jones 1977; Kitson 1977) .
Much has been written 'on the negative impact of divorce on children (Despert 1953~ 11cDermott 1968 Westman 1970 , Wallerstein & Kelly 1974 , 1975 , 1976 , 1977 . On the other hand some studies (Nye 1957; Landis 1960) would indicate that over time, in the words of one researcher,
Children from happy marriages are better adjusted than children from divorced families, but those from divorced parents are better adjusted than those from parents whose marriages are intact but unhappy .••• (Udry 1971) Most studies have directly or indirectly pointed to constructive parent-parent and parent-child relationships as the most significant factors in the satisfactory adjustment of the children to divorce. The Wallerstein & Kelly and Hetherington studies indicate that 2 the first year after divorce is the most stressful for both parents and their children. Furthermore, other sources (Kressel, Lopez-Morillas, Weinglass & Deutsch 1978) conclude that the adversarial nature of the lawyer-run divorcing process probably further contributes to the distress of the divorcing parties. They also conclude that the adversarial court process is ineffective as a resource for conflict resolution.
They cite the Hetherington, Cox & Cox study for how poorly court decreed visitation agreements are kept; they cite Jones, Gordon & Sawhill (1976) for the low compliance with court ordered child support agreements; and they cite Cavanagh & Rhode (1976) on the insufficient and inadequate quality of divorce settlements.
According to Kresse!, et al., non-adversarial models are beginning to emerge (Coogler 1977; Kressel, Deutsch, Jaffe, Tuchman & Watson 1977; Lightm.an & Irving 1976; Wallerstein & Kelly 1977 (Borr 1978) . Currently another study is being designe~ to determine the cost and service effectiveness of mandating certain types of cases through the Family Court Service (targeted to begin July 1, 1979). If this study is implemented as designed, the agency staff would nearly double in size and would be comprised of about an equal number of research and counseling staff.
Its authors conclude, from the agency's history of research and evaluation, its support of this study, and the planned study, that the Family Court Service has been and.is heavily invested in research and evaluation.
SECTION VI: THE PROBLEM: WHO IS BEING SERVED?
The authors reasoned that the above studies did not address the important issue of whether or not the Agency is serving its target population.
According to Gilbert & Specht (1974) , and others (Piven & Cloward 1971; Moles, Hess & Fascione 1968; Harrington 1962) , many persons deemed in need of services may not avail themselves of existing social services and, further, that many persons in need.of social services can be reached only by special delivery methods.
The Family Court Service Director, Nolan Jones, and Family Court Service Research Assistant, Donna Ricketts, agreed that the question the authors were interested ~n was significant to them in their planning process. Further, they asserted that the previous studies did not provide an adequate client demographic data base for their proposed mandated client study, and suggested that the authors' study could in part· provide the client demographic data-base required for that study.
The authors confirmed. that this data base would be included in the scope of their study. Group with the Surveyed Group on the following three criteria used in the IDCAP study: 1) cases chosen were only those of clients who had filed for divorce and whose final decree was not entered at the time they filled out the Intake Application, 2) clients were divorcing from their first marriage, and 3) clients had at least one minor child from this first marriage.
It should be noted that the Surveyed and Served Groups are not mutually exclusive. Some people in the Surveyed Group chose to utilize the service when it became available and therefore became part of the Served Group as well. The comparability of the samples may be compromised as a result of the overlap of the samples. However, it can be argued that there is some logic to this procedure in that the majority of the Surveyed respondents indicated that they would use such a service were it available and the Agency has not been in existence long enough to develop a large enough data base to provide mutually exclusive populations from which samples could be drawn.
Files in both samples contained information from forms filled out separately by the mother and father. Thus, in the Served sample, if the father was divorcing from his second marriage, data on him would not be used; while if his wife were divorcing from her first marriage, data on her would be used.
Six of the variables discussed herein (age, length of marriage, employed income, sex, number of children, and education) were chosen using two criteria: 1) the data should be demographic in nature; and
2) the data should be available in the files of both the Surveyed and Served Groups.
A seventh variable (people talked to about the problems leading to petition) was included because the authors felt this might offer the Agency information on future referral sources and areas of outreach.
This information was also readily available from the files of both Surveyed and Served Groups.
The eighth and final variable (referral source) was included to determine who, in fact, referred respondents to the Agency and, again, to provide information for use in future outreach efforts. 
Not Sure
While we have chosen to deal with the responses to these two questions as though they were identical, we realize that they are not. The question asked of the Surveyed Group is more specific and covers a shorter time period. Also, the Surveyed Group is asked " .•. have they (people talked to) been helpful or not helpful?"; whereas the Served Group was asked only. " ..• have they been helpful?". However, this secondary difference is mitigated by the range of offered responses which.includes both helpful and not helpful for both groups.
_Another difference between these questions .is that the Surveyed Group was offered a response category entitled "Not talked to". It is the authors' opinion that this difference is not significant since the respondents checked the "Not talked to" blanks only when they did not check the "person involved".
SECTION IV: SEX
Sex was determined for the Surveyed Group by noting the case number on the file, which number included a digit indicating sex of respondent, the number one (1) indicating male and the number two (2) The Intake Application asked:
6. Education. Years completed 1-11 12 13-15 16 17+
The authors considered these two options to be essentially the same.
SECTION IX: REFERRAL SOURCE
Since thP. Surveyed Group was interviewed during ':he pre-agency period, data on referral source was taken only from the Served Group.
To determine the referral source, the authors observed responses to the following question, available on the first page of the Intake Applica- 
SECTION I: OVERVIEW
Overall, there were small, yet statistically significant, differences between the Surveyed and the Served Groups in three areas: 1) age of respondents, 2) number of years married, and 3) people talked to about their problems. Specifically, the people who were served by the Agency tended to be somewhat older and married slightly longer, and to be less likely to have talked with their friends and more likely to have talked to an attorney about their problems than those in the Surveyed Group. In four other areas (employed i~come, sex, number of children, and education) there was no significant difference between these two groups. Regarding who referred the Served Group to the Agency, respondents most frequently named attorneys.
SECTION II: AGE
The ages of the Surveyed Group ranged from 16 through 48 and of the Served Group from 16 through 54. The median age of the Surveyed Group was 29. 7 and of the Served Group 32.9.
At the .01 level of confidence, the difference between these two groups was significant 2 (df = 1, x = 6.82).
While the difference in age between the Surveyed and Served
Groups was statistically significant, chronologically it is a very small difference--slightly more than three years (the Served Group being the older). Both groups are still. in basically the same age category, late twenties/early thirties. People of these two age .groups might have been in high school or college at the same. time and may have had many of the same life issues to deal with especially in terms of attitudes toward divorce and counseling. So, again~ while the difference in age was statistically significant, it may be ef f ectively insignificant.
SECTION III: LENGTH OF MARRIAGE
The range of years married was divided into six subgroups: less than two years, three through five years, six through ten years, 11 through 15 years, 16 through 20 years, and more than 20 years. The median number of years married for the Surveyed Group was 8.95 and for the Served Group 10.25. At the .05 level of confidence, there was a significant difference between these two gr9ups (df = 5, x 2 = 12.90). Table I shows the range of number of years married . was not significant at the .05 level of confidence (df = 1, x 2 = .073).
The median income of the Surveyed Group was $866 per month and for the Served Group it was $686. The difference between the two groups was not significant at the .OS level of confidence (df =. 7, x 2 = 13.958). There is a weakness in the findings regarding employed income in that the samples used for comparison were drawn during different time periods. Inflation during this time has been a much-talked-about factor in people's lives; however, the authors did not add an inflation factor into their calculations. Had such a factor been added ·in, the effect would have been·to increase the difference in income between the groups.· In that case the difference in incomes might have been significant.
SECTION V: PEOPLE TALKED TO
There were statistically significant differences in people respendents talked to in two different categories. Specifically, the Surveyed Group was more likely to have talked to friends (df = 1, x 2 = 29.362, level of confidence = .001) ~nd were less likely to have talked to an attorney (df = 1, x 2 = 6.184, level of confidence=. 0 2) than the Served Group. The picture that emerges from these data is that the Surveyed and Served Groups were equally as likely to have talked to most of the categories of people listed in the survey instruments (with the exception of friends and attorneys) and that the Served Group was less likely to have found talking to these people to be helpful. Further, the Served Group was also less likely to find their friends and attorneys to be helpful (based on comparisons of ratios calculated for individual categories of people talked to) and were sligh~ly, though probably not significantly, more likely to find social workers helpful.
The authors suggest that the most probable reason for the Served Group responding that, overall, they were i'ess likely to find the people talked to helpful is that the very fact that they f ounn other ·people less than helpful was a motivating factor in their coming to the Family In descending order, other referral sources were: court (13.7%), unspecified others (10.8%), self (5.7%), and prior clients (3.6%).
There were no responses of referrals from clergy, physicians, or from the schools. In two cases clients received referrals from more than one source, so the total number of responses is greater than the total number of served respondents. Eight and .. six-tenths percent of the respondents did not indicate any referral source. Family Court Service has, in fact, focused most of its public relations efforts on these resources.
In summary, the findings of this study indicate that the people served by the Family Court Service were very similar to those surveyed by the IDCAP study in regard to employed income, sex, number of children; and education. They were slightly different in regard to age (being older) and number of years married (being married !onger). The
Served Group was also less likely to have discussed with friends the problems· leading to their filing for divorce and more likely to have discussed them with attorneys, the people most likely to have referred this group to the Family Court Service.
CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION
In proposing this study the authors stated two purposes: 1) to determine whether the Agency was serving its target population (those people it was designed to serve), and 2) to provide a sociodemographic data base for a research project which ·the Agency is planning to begin July 1, 1979.
The authors have previously suggested that the target group would be comparable to the Surveyed Group, on which need for the Agency was based. Therefore, insofar as the Served Group is comparable to the Surveyed Group, it may also be comparable to the target group.
As the data have demonstrated above, the Surveyed and Served
Groups are, indeed, comparable on. the variables of sex, number of children, employed income, and education. There is no statistically significant difference between the two group-s on these four variables. Therefore, none of these variables are to be perceived as indicators of use of the Agency's services.
The Surveyed and Served Groups did, however, differ significantly on the variables of age, length of .marriage, and people talked to. As discussed above, the authors reason that while the differences in age and length of marriage were statistically significant, th4?y are effec·tively quite small--the Served Group being 3.2 years older and married 1.3 years longer than the Surveyed Group. The authors further reason that this difference, then, does not interfere with the Agency's serving its target group.
The third significant variable was people talked to. There were 31 three significant sub-variables of people talked to: attorneys, friends, and perceived helpfulness of peop~e talked to. The Served Group were more likely to have talked to attorneys and less likely to have talked to friends. Further, they were less likely to have found talking to people to have been helpful.
The authors reason that the Served Group may be experiencing greater conflict in divorce and therefore be more likely to talk to an attorney and to seek services of the Agency in resolving these conflicts, since one of the Agency services is divorce mediation. Persons who were experiencing little or no conflict in ·the divorce process might choose to file their own divorce papers and not engage the services of an attorney. Further, clients may seek Agency services for the very reason that they did not find that the people they talked to were helpful. If these people had been helpful, clients need not have sought further help elsewhere. And finally, the Served Group was more likely to have talked to attorneys who, while they were perceived as not being helpful, were in fact the most common referral. source for the Agency.
The relationship between the last three factors might be, then, that people experiencing greater conflict in divorce are less likely to talk with their friends about it, are less likely to find it helpful to talk to people about their conflicts and are, therefore, more likely to
seek help from an attorney who is, in turn, most likely to be the Agency's referral source.
While these last findings indicate that the Agency may not be serving a group comparable to the Surveyed Group, the authors contend that in this instance, too, the results do not indicate that it is not serving its target group. In that the Agency is serving a group which cay be experiencing greater conflict in divorce and is certainly finding the people it talks to less than helpful, the Agency is serving its target group of people in need of assistance in dealing with the conflicts and issues in divorce.
Finally, while there were few and small sociodemographic differences between the Surveyed and Served Groups, provision of this information on the Served Group provides the requested data base for the Agency's proposed continuing research efforts,
